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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 6/30/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The applicant argues on page 8 of the response in essence that: 
Krist does not teach the finishing device receiving electronic instructions before 
the printing apparatus applies markings to the print media 

a. Krist discloses a display screen for choosing printing properties of an 
output document (Fig. 12, col. 10, lines 20-25). The display screen inputs the 
finishing instructions as well as the printing instructions. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 4 should be 
changed to "identifying the input locations to the finishing device 1 '. Appropriate 
correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. The claim states "identifying finishing devices" "wherein 



Application/Control Number: 09/858,427 
Art Unit: 2625 



Page 3 



devices remain unidentified". The devices cannot be simultaneously identified and 
unidentified. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Krist et al. 
Patent 5,615,015. 

Krist et al. disclose a printing network comprising: at least one printing apparatus 
for marking print media (printer 8 of Fig. 2); at least one finishing device for applying 
finishing routines to the print media (finisher 120 of Fig. 2), the finishing device receiving 
electronic instructions before the printing apparatus applies markings to the print media 
for programming and configuring the finishing device and finishing the print media (Fig. 
12, col. 10, lines 20-25); and at least one media pathway leading from the printing 
apparatus to the finishing device that transports printed media to the finishing device 
(col. 7, lines 15-18). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 5-11 and 14-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Salgado Patent 5,579,087, and in further view of Kageyama et al. 
Patent 5,625,757. 

Referring to claim 16, Salgado discloses in a finishing system having at least one 
finishing device that is controlled separately from production equipment and that is to be 
used during a finishing job, a method for limiting human invention in a finishing job 
process with a finishing job coordinator, comprising: a) electronically receiving finishing 
job description information before commencement of a printing job, including 
information descriptive of the job and identification of job segments of the job (264 of 
Fig. 7, col. 7, lines 22-27); and identifying at least one finishing device to be used in 
performance of the finishing job (col. 6, lines 54-65); and d) communicating 
programming data for programming and configuring device attributes of at least one 
finishing device for implementation of the finishing job by automatically programming the 
finishing device over a communication network (272 and 274 of Fig. 7, col. 7, lines 36- 
44). Salgado does not disclose expressly determining whether the finishing device is 
available and amending the job model if the device is unavailable. Kageyama et al. 
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disclose b) determining whether an identified finishing device is available for 
performance of a finishing job (Fig. 3, col. 17, lines 9-13); and c) in response to 
determining that the identified device is not currently available, amending a job model to 
select a different thread for finishing of the job (Fig. 3, col. 17, lines 14-24). Salgado 
and Kageyama et al. are combinable because they are from the same field of printing 
systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to determine whether a printing device is unavailable and assign 
another printing device to produce the print job. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to eliminate the need for a user to manually resubmit a print job if a printer 
becomes unavailable. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kageyama et 
al. with Salgado as specified in claim 16. 

Referring to claim 5, Salgado discloses wherein the step of receiving comprises 
receiving a job segment identifier for at least one job segment (col. 6, lines 1 8-1 9, 43- 
53). 

Referring to claim 6, Salgado discloses using the job segment identifier to 
retrieve finishing job information relating to the job segment from a data source wherein 
a finishing job model pertaining to the finishing job is stored (236 of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 
14-19). 

Referring to claim 7, Salgado discloses using the job segment identifier to 
retrieve finishing job information for all job segments of the finishing job (col. 6, lines 43- 
53). 



i 
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Referring to claim 8, Salgado discloses job segments identified in a job model but 
do not disclose expressly status information of the job segments. Kageyama et al. 
disclose extracting status information relating to job segments (col. 19, lines 20-32). 
Salgado and Kageyama et al. are combinable because they are from the same field of 
printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to provide status for print jobs. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide a progress of the print job to the user. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Kageyama et al. with Salgado as specified in claim 8. 

Referring to claim 9, Kageyama et al. disclose notifying an operator if at least one 
job segment is not in a status ready for finishing (col. 17, lines 9-10). 

Referring to claim 10, Salgado discloses wherein the step of receiving further 
comprises receiving the job segment identifier from a virtual finishing job ticket reader 
(col. 6, lines 15-18). The user interface can be considered a virtual finishing job ticket 
reader because it displays an electric record of printing and finishing characteristics. 

Referring to claim 1 1 , Salgado discloses wherein the step of receiving further 
comprises receiving a job segment identifier entered by a human operator (col. 6, lines 
43-53). 

Referring to claim 14, Kageyama et al. disclose in response to determining that 
the identified device is not currently available, communicating issuing commands to 
program the availability of the identified device (Fig. 3, col. 17, lines 9-13). 



Application/Control Number: 09/858,427 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2625 

Referring to claim 15, Salgado discloses in response to determining that the 
identified device is not currently available, notifying human operators that the identified 
device is not available (col. 5, lines 8-10). 

Referring to claim 17, Kageyama et al. disclose creating different job segments in 
order to conform to the amended job model (Fig. 3, col. 17, lines 14-24). 

Referring to claim 23, Salgado discloses providing data for tracking the finishing 
job (col. 7, lines 51-53). 

9. Claims 4, 18, 22, 25, 26, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Salgado Patent 5,579,087 and Kageyama et al. Patent 5,625,757 as 
applied to claim 16 above, and in further view of Newell, Jr. et al. Patent 6,249,666. 

Referring to claim 4, Salgado discloses the step of communicating but does not 
disclose expressly identifying the input locations of the finishing devices. Newell, Jr. et 
al. disclose identifying input locations to the finishing device in which the job segments 
are to be placed (Fig. 4, col. 8, lines 16-22). Salgado and Newell, Jr. et al. are 
combinable because they are from the same field of printing and finishing systems. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to identify an input location of a finishing device. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to program a path for the print job to printed by a series of devices. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Newell, Jr. et al. with Salgado and 
Kageyama et al. as specified in claim 4. 
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Referring to claim 18, Salgado discloses the step of receiving information 
identifying at least one finishing device but does not disclose expressly disclose wherein 
devices remain unidentified. Newell, Jr. et al. disclose identifying finishing devices to be 
used during a portion of the finishing job wherein devices remain unidentified for at least 
one finishing operation to occur after performance by the identified devices (col. 9, lines 
52-54). Salgado and Newell, Jr. et al. are combinable because they are from the same 
field of printing and finishing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to leave a device unidentified until after a 
finishing operation. The motivation for doing so would have been to delay assigning a 
finishing device until the device is ready for operation. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Newell, Jr. et al. with Salgado and Kageyama et al. as specified in 
claim 18. 

Referring to claim 20, Newell, Jr. et al. disclose programming at least one 
finishing device in adaptation to the capability and constraint attributes of a second 
finishing device (212 of Fig. 5, col. 8, lines 59-65). Salgado and Newell, Jr. et al. are 
combinable because they are from the same field of printing and finishing systems. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to program a finishing device based on a second finishing device. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to program a path for the print job to printed by a series of 
devices. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Newell, Jr. et al. with 
Salgado and Kageyama et al. as specified in claim 20. 
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Referring to claim 22, Salgado discloses receiving segments of a job but does 
not disclose expressly issuing instructions after receiving data that job segments have 
been placed at an input location of the finishing device. Newell, Jr. et al. disclose a) 
receiving data that job segments of the job have been placed in at least one input 
location of the finishing device; and b) after receiving data that the job segments have 
been placed in such input location, issuing instructions for the commencement of 
operation by the finishing device (col. 9, lines 22-39). Salgado and Newell, Jr. et al. are 
combinable because they are from the same field of printing and finishing systems. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to issue instructions after receiving data that job segments have been placed at an 
input location of the finishing device. The motivation fordoing so would have been to 
command a finishing device to operate once a page is ready. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Newell, Jr. et al. with Salgado and Kageyama et al. as 
specified in claim 22. 

Referring to claim 25, Salgado discloses wherein the at least one job segment is 
identifiable by a job segment identifier, but does not disclose expressly tacking the job 
segment identifier. Kageyama et al. disclose tracking the job segment by tracking its 
job segment identifier as such job segment identifier moves through the finishing job 
(col. 19, lines 20-32). Salgado and Kageyama et al. are combinable because they are 
from the same field of printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to track a print job by tracking an identifier. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to provide a progress of the print job to the 
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user. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Kageyama et al. with Salgado 
as specified in claim 25. 

Referring to claim 26, Salgado discloses wherein the step of tracking further 
comprises monitoring the condition of at least one finishing device used in performance 
of the job (col. 4, lines 44-64). 

Referring to claim 31, Salgado discloses sending tracking data for a completed 
job to a central database of the finishing system (col. 4, lines 44-64). 

10. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Salgado 
Patent 5,579,087 and Kageyama et al. Patent 5,625,757 as applied to claim 16 above, 
and further in view of applicant's prior art. 

Referring to claim 21, Salgado discloses the step of communicating but does not 
disclose expressly using the Modular Feeding and Finishing Architecture. On page 43, 
lines 16-22 of the specification, the applicant discloses the Modular Feeding and 
Finishing Architecture. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to utilize the Modular Feeding and Finishing 
Architecture with the printing system of Salgado. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to determine the available of connected devices. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to utilize the Modular Feeding and Finishing Protocol with the combination 
of Salgado and Kageyama et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 21. 
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11. Claims 24 and 27-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Salgado Patent 5,579,087 and Kageyama et al. Patent 5,625,757 as applied to 
claims 23 and 26 above, and further in view of Allen et al. Patent 6,549,299 

Referring to claim 24, Salgado discloses providing data for tracking the finishing 
job but does not disclose expressly a sheet counting feature. Allen et al. disclose using 
a sheet counting feature of at least one finishing device to count sheets (col. 6, lines 28- 
36). Salgado and Allen et al. are combinable because they are from the same field of 
printing and finishing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use a sheet counting feature. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to track the progress of the print job in relation to pages 
printed. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Allen et al. with Salgado and 
Kageyama et al. as specified in claim 24. 

Referring to claim 27, Salgado discloses monitoring the condition of at least one 
finishing device but does not disclose expressly adjusting perform conditions in 
response to the tracked condition. Allen et al. disclose in response to a tracked 
condition of at least one finishing machine, issuing commands to adjust performance 
conditions of at least one finishing device (col. 5-6, lines 61-67, 1-6). Salgado and Allen 
et al. are combinable because they are from the same field of printing and finishing 
systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to adjust the performance of a printing device in response to a 
tracked condition of the device. The motivation for doing so would have been to reduce 
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the use of a malfunctioning printing device. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Allen et al. with Salgado and Kageyama et al. as specified in claim 27. 

Referring to claim 28, Saigado discloses providing data for tracking the finishing 
job but does not disclose expressly issuing a pause command to a finishing device. 
Allen et al. disclose the method of claim 23, further comprising, in response to a pause 
in performance of at least one finishing device, issuing commands to pause at least one 
other finishing device (col. 5, lines 51-60). Salgado and Allen et al. are combinable 
because they are from the same field of printing and finishing systems. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to issue 
a pause command to a finishing device. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to prevent the use of a malfunctioning printing device. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Allen et al. with Salgado and Kageyama et al. as specified in claim 
28. 

Referring to claim 29, Allen et al. disclose wherein the pause in performance is 
caused by the jamming of work pieces within the finishing device (col. 5-6, lines 61-67, 
1-3). 

Referring to claim 30, Allen et al. disclose issuing restart commands after the 
cause of the pause has been cured (col. 6, lines 28-48). 

12. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Newell, 
Jr. et al. Patent 6,249,666, and further in view of Allen et al. U.S. Patent 6,549,299 and 
Kageyama et al. Patent 5,625,757. 
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Referring to claim 33, Newell, Jr. et al. disclose in a finishing system having at 
least one database for storing information concerning the capability and constraint 
attributes of devices within the system and for storing job segment description 
information and for storing a job model that includes a description of the components of 
a job together with the order in which the components are to be assembled (memory 
114 of Fig. 1, col. 3, lines 59-66), a method for a finishing module coordinator, 
comprising: sending job segment and job model information from the at least one 
database to at least one finisher before a corresponding print job is initiated (col. 7, lines 
18-33); and determining the status of devices to be used for processing the job (col. 7, 
lines 18-26). Newell, Jr. et al. do not disclose determining the status of the job 
segments or monitoring the performance of the devices. Allen et al. disclose 
determining the status of job segments (col. 5, lines 5-14); and monitoring performance 
of the job as the devices operate (col. 5, lines 5-14). Allen et al. and Newell, Jr. et al. 
are combinable because they are in the same field of finishing systems. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to allow 
the finishing system of Newell, Jr. et al. to email status information when a job is 
completed or in error. The motivation for doing so would have been to inform the user 
as to the status of their document. Newell, Jr. et al. do not disclose expressly altering a 
job thread in response to reports of unavailable devices. Kageyama et al. disclose 
altering a job thread in response to reports of unavailable devices (Fig. 3, col. 17, lines 
14-24). Newell, Jr. et al. and Kageyama et al. are combinable because they are from 
the same field of printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
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obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to determine whether a printing device is 
unavailable and assign another printing device to produce the print job. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to eliminate the need for a user to manually resubmit a 
print job if a printer becomes unavailable. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Allen et al. and Kageyama et al. with Newell, Jr. et al. to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 33. 



Conclusion 

1 3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter K. Huntsinger whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7435. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kimberly Williams can be reached on (571)272-7471. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



273-8300. 
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